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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 1-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

In claim 1, line 6, the claim recites "the same side" that the loose ends are 
disposed, however there is no antecedent basis for the same. It is suggested that "the" 
be changed to -a-. In claim 1 , line 7, the claim recites "the other side" which again 
lacks proper antecedent basis as no other side has been previously defined. It is 
suggested that "the" be changed to -an--. 

In claim 2, lines 3-5, the claim recites "a woven ribbon unit consisting of woven 
sections interwoven with plastic cords and threads of desired material, wherein each 
woven section has cut loose ends on one side and tassel segments on the other side". 
However claim 2 is an apparatus claim for weaving decorative ribbon using plastic 
cords. It would appear that the language presented on lines 3-5 of the claim identified 
above relates solely to a woven material formation and NOT a device used to make the 
unit assembly. If applicant intends for the language to be part of the apparatus, it is 
believed that the device claim should include a weaving means for forming the specified 
assembly rather than merely defining the specific woven ribbon unit. The claim is not 
clear and concise as to whether it is a combination of the material worked upon and the 
device which acts upon the woven assembly or whether the claim is merely an 
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apparatus which includes a means for making the specific woven ribbon unit. It is 
suggested as the preamble defines an apparatus that the applicant amend lines 3-5 of 
claim 2 to recite that there is a weaving arrangement which forms the specified woven 
ribbon unit rather than merely defining the material worked upon in the claim. It should 
be noted that on line 5 of claim 2, the language "the other side" lacks proper antecedent 
basis as no other side has been previously defined. It is suggested that "the" be 
changed to -an-. 

In claims 3-6, the preamble of the claims each recites "A method and an 
apparatus for weaving decorative ribbons using plastic cords as claimed in claim 1". 
This is inappropriate as claim 1 is a method for weaving the decorative ribbon using 
plastic cords and as such the preamble of all of these dependent claims cannot recite 
the method and apparatus of claim 1 as claim 1 does not include an apparatus therein. 
One cannot claim both statutory classes of invention in the preamble of the claim (i.e. it 
would appear not only confusing but could be interpreted as non-statutory subject 
matter as one cannot ascertain which statutory class of invention these claims pertain 
to). It is suggested that the preamble of each claim be changed to --A method for 
weaving decorative ribbons using plastic cords as claimed in claim 1-. 

In claim 4, the claims recite that the woven plastic ribbon units "may be stacked 
or lined up". This does not positively recite a step of stacking or lining up the woven 
ribbon units. Additionally, the claim appears to be reciting the formation of a straw 
umbrella like structure, however, claim 1 from which it depends is only concerned with 
the formation of the decorative ribbon assembly and not the use of the same to make 
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another article of manufacture. If applicant desires to claim a method of making a straw 
like umbrella structure, it is suggested that the claim be amended to recite in the 
preamble a method for making a straw like umbrella structure comprising forming the 
decorative ribbons (including the steps recited in claim 1 ) followed by the steps of 
stacking or lining up the ribbon units on an umbrella fabric and sewing the same onto 
the fabric to form the umbrella like structure. Additionally, on line 3 of claim 4, the 
language "may be stacked or lined up" appears which is not a positive recitation of any 
requirement in the claim (i.e. it does not positively recite the step of stacking or lining 
up). In claim 4, line 3, "the umbrella fabric " lacks proper antecedent basis as no 
umbrella fabric has been previously defined. It is suggested that "the" be chanted to - 
an-. 

In claim 5, again, the claim does not clearly recite any positive method steps that 
further define the invention as the claim states that the ribbon units "may be used in all 
kinds of ...". This does not require any manipulative step for using the material. It is 
suggested that the claim recite in a more positive sense that the ribbons were used in a 
decorative article and what steps were performed in making the same. 

In claim 6, line 3, the language "may be cut" appears which again does not 
positively recite a step of cutting the ribbon to a desired length. It is suggested that the 
language "may be" on line 3 be changed to -is-. Additionally, on line 3 of claim 6 the 
language "the desired width" lacks proper antecedent basis as no desired width has 
been previously defined. It is suggested that "the" be changed to -a-. 
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In claims 7-10, the preamble of the claims each recites "A method and an 
apparatus for weaving decorative ribbons using plastic cords as claimed in claim 2". 
This is inappropriate as claim 2 is an apparatus for weaving the decorative ribbon using 
plastic cords and as such the preamble of all of these dependent claims cannot recite 
the method and apparatus of claim 2 as claim 2 does not include a method therein. One 
cannot claim both statutory classes of invention in the preamble of the claim (i.e. it 
would appear not only confusing but could be interpreted as non-statutory subject 
matter as one cannot ascertain which statutory class of invention these claims pertain 
to). It is suggested that the preamble of each claim be changed to -An apparatus for 
weaving decorative ribbons using plastic cords as claimed in claim 2-. 

In claim 8, applicant is advised that the claiming of an umbrella fabric and the 
formation of a straw umbrella like structure does not further limit the apparatus for 
weaving the decorative ribbon units. It is not clear what components to the apparatus 
are added by the claim. Additionally, the claim does not positively recite that the units 
included a means for stacking or lining up the same as the system claim states that they 
"may be" stacked or lined up. As noted above with reference to claim 4 this is not 
positive claim language. On line 3 of the claim the language "the umbrella fabric" lacks 
proper antecedent basis. It is suggested that "the" be changed to -an-. 

In claim 9, it is not seen how the intended use of the woven section for specific 
articles of manufacture (like a purse) further defined the apparatus used to make the 
ribbon unit. Clarification is required in order to make it so that it can be discerned how 
this claim further limits the earlier presented apparatus claim. 
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In claim 10, lines 2-3, the claims states that the woven plastic ribbon unit "may be 
cut", however this is not clear and concise as to provision of a cutting mechanism in the 
apparatus for requiring that the apparatus includes a means for cutting the ribbon. As 
such, not only does not claim not positively recite a cutting operation but also as 
presented the claim does not require one to incorporate a cutting device as part of the 
apparatus. Clarification is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claims 2, 7-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Morel. 

Morel taught that it was known to fuse the ends of a woven plastic fabric material 
with the use of gas burners 30 disposed along the longitudinal edges of the fabric X 
subsequent to the cutting of the fabric wherein the fibers of the fabric are fused and 
become fray resistant. It should be noted that the specific fabric unit as claimed in claim 
2 is not part of the apparatus as recited nor is the device used to weave the same. 
Claim 2 as presented merely requires an apparatus which will fuse the edges of the 
fabric. The applicant is advised that one skilled in the art would have associated the 
burners with the cut edges of the fabrics in order to prevent fraying at the edge of the 
fabric. 
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With respect to claim 7, note that the reference taught the use of disposing the 
gas flames along the edges and suggested the use of two such devices. Regarding 
claim 8, it is not seen how the umbrella fabric and the possible processing as defined 
(i.e. stacking and lining up the ribbon and sewing the same to the umbrella fabric) 
further limits the recited apparatus (i.e. what components of the apparatus are added 
with this claim). Regarding claim 9, note that the intended use of the material is 
immaterial to the apparatus claim and how one uses the same does not add any 
material limitations which required any additional components to the apparatus other 
than that previously noted by Morel. Regarding claim 10, note that the reference to 
Morel suggested a cutting mechanism for the fabric which was used to cut the fabric 
prior to the treatment with the flames. Additionally, the claim is not clear as to whether a 
cutting means is necessary in the claim or not. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-3, 6, 7, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over any one of Fletcher, Pearlman, Tilton, Fischer et al or Habib further 
taken with Morel. 

The references to any one of Fletcher, Pearlman, Tilton, Fischer et al or Habib 
suggested that it was known per se in the art to weave a fabric wherein the woven 
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structure included plastic fibers and wherein the same included a tassel or fringe 
exposed side. The references teach the weaving of the same as well as the severing of 
the same subsequent to the weaving operation, they are silent as to the blocking of a 
cut and severed edge of the fabric in order to prevent fraying of the same wherein the 
blocking takes place via exposure to a flame treatment of the same. 

The reference to Morel as discussed in greater detail above in paragraph 4 
suggested that it was known at the time the invention was made to incorporate plastic 
fibers in a woven construction and to subject the edges of the same which were not 
intended to be fringed or frayed to a treatment whereby the plastic fibers were melted in 
order to seal the edge and prevent the same from fraying and coming apart. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to take the fringed articles of woven material of any one of Fletcher, Pearlman, Tilton, 
Fischer et al or Habib and apply a heat treatment to the edge which was not intended to 
be fringed as suggested by Morel as such a treatment would have ensured that the 
fibers at the sealed edge would not fray. 

7. Claims 4, 5, 8, and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the references as set forth above in paragraph 6 further taken with the applicant's 
admitted prior art. 

While the prior art of record suggested that those skilled in the art would have 
known how to prevent the fraying along the cut edge of a fringed fabric, the combination 
failed to teach that one skilled in the art would have utilized the same in the 
manufacture of an umbrella or other article of manufacture wherein one stitched 
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together the fringed ribbon to an umbrella fabric. However, the applicant in the admitted 
prior art admitted that it was known to attach a stack of the so formed ribbons (without 
the fray prevention along the cut and unfringed edge) to an umbrella fabric in the 
formation of a straw like umbrella assembly. As such, it would have been within the 
purview of the ordinary artisan to employ the above noted decorative assemblies in the 
manufacture of a straw-like umbrella assembly as the method of forming the straw like 
umbrella assembly was known at the time the invention was made. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to take the fringe ribbon assemblies of the 
references as set forth above in paragraph 6 and employ the same in the manufacture 
of a straw-like umbrella assembly. 

It should be noted that the decorative items referred to in claim 5 and 9 do not 
exclude the formation of a straw-like umbrella assembly for the decorative item, 
however in any event it would have been obvious to utilize the assemblies in other 
decorative items such as a scarf or a purse or shawl. 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The reference to Dreyfus suggested that one skilled in the art 
would have applied a flame to the edge of a fabric material in the manufacture of a 
fabric in order to prevent fraying at the edge of the same via a melting of plastic in the 
fabric along the edge due to flame exposure. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jeff H. Aftergut whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1212. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7:15-345 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Crispino can be reached on 571-272-1226. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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